Abstract. The current status on the value of the Hubble constant is reviewed with the emphasis given to the origin of the discrepancy among authors. I argue that the situation is not too controversial and straightforward reading of observations indicates a high value (Ho c::: 75 km S-l Mpc-1 ).
Introduction
The value of the Hubble constant has been an issue of controversy over many years, the current version being summarized as whether Ho = 50 km s-l Mpc 1 or 80 km s-l Mpc 1 (see Jacoby et al. 1992 ; van den Bergh 1992, Fukugita, Hogan & Peebles 1993 for general reviews). The great advances that have been made over the last five years, however, lead us to the conclusion, in my opinion, that we have no serious controversy on Ho. In this talk I shall discuss the key points that gave rise to the longstanding controversy and summarize the recent advances concerning these points. In particular, I will address the reasons why I believe that the controversy is basically resolved, although I do not mean that all problems in the distance scale were resolved.
There are two paths to estimating the Hubble constant: one is to measure the distance to the Virgo cluster and derive Ho either by estimating the Hubble recession velocity of the Virgo cluster, after correcting for large peculiar motions, or by using the relative distances of the Virgo and Coma clusters plus the recession velocity of the Coma cluster. The other path is to circumvent the Virgo cluster and to tie distant clusters directly to nearby galaxies with securely determined distances. In the first approach the controversy is ascribed to the distance to the Virgo cluster, and whether it is 16 or 22 Mpc. In the second approach, the controversy is whether the Tully-Fisher (TF) relation, which has been believed to be the most reliable distance indicator that reaches the distances beyond the Virgo cluster, gives a correct distance or suffers from a strong selection bias: a straightforward reading of the TF relation, when calibrated with nearby galaxies, leads to a high value of Ho. There are a few other distance indicators that reach beyond the Virgo cluster. They occasionally lead to a low value of Ho. The credibility of these results is also a subject for this talk.
2. Where People Agree
THE DISTANCES TO NEARBY GALAXIES
There are no debates over the distances to galaxies determined with the Cepheid period-luminosity relation. The most fundamental of these is the distance to the Large Magellanic Cloud (LMC). The Cepheid distance (Feast 1991), obtained both in the optical and the near infrared, is confirmed by the expanding photosphere method using SN1987 A (Schmidt et al. 1992 ) and the time delay of the ring echo associated with this supernova (Panagia et al. 1991) , both of which are physical methods that do not need local calibrations. We conclude that the distance to LMC is 50±3 kpc, although RR Lyraes give a value a little smaller than this. About 20 galaxies have distances measured with Cepheid observations, an area where great advances have been made with the Hubble Space Telescope. Among these galaxies M31, M33, NGC300, N2403 and M81 (and NGC3109) have been used as local calibrators for a variety of secondary distance indicators. No doubt has been cast on these distances up to the error of the measurement, which is 5-10% relative to the LMC distance. The most recent advances are the determination of the distances to two galaxies in the Virgo cluster (Pierce et al. 1994 , Freedman et al. 1994 ) and M96 in the Leo group (Tanvir et al. 1995) 
THE RELATIVE DISTANCES AMONG CLUSTERS
In contrast to the case of the distance to the Virgo cluster, there is little dispute over the relative distances of the Virgo and Coma clusters. De Vaucouleurs (1993) compiled the estimates in the literature and concluded that the ratio is 5.60±0.30 (5%), and few authors disagree with this value.
After correcting for the proper motion of our Galaxy, one obtains VH = 7200 ± 80km S-l (1.1% error). Taking these values, we obtain Ho = 80 if d(Virgo) = 16 Mpc, and 58 if d(Virgo) = 22 Mpc.
We note that little controversy is seen for the distance ratios between other clusters. A classical example is given by the Hubble diagram of first
